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Initial Remarks 

This Response to Restriction 
a Saturday. This Response is being filed the 
an extension. 

Should the Examiner maintaii i 
requests that the Examiner notify Applicant s o 
claims for the elected group or for groups land 
thanks the Examiner for the notice. 
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thj s Restriction or any portion of it, Applicant 
tftat Applicant may file corresponding system 

i 

prior|lto an action on the merits. Applicant 



gnt was due February 19, 2005, which was 
owingjMonday and therefore is timely without 
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Remarks 



groups. 



Claims 1-109 are pending. The 



I. 
IL 

m. 



Claims 1-22 drawn to a nj ethod for routing media 



Claims 23-33 drawn to 
Claims 34-68 drawn to 



a j netho^ for routing media, 
a i aethodj for providing media for routing, 



examination of an entire application or a set o 
examiner must examine it on the merits, even 
inventions. MPEP 803.0 1. 

At a minimum, there would be 
the claims in groups I and IL Groups I and II 
claims. 

Further, the independent claims! mflgroups) I and H define many same essential 
features. Where the claims of an application defii Le the ^me essential characteristics of a single 
disclosed embodiment of an invention, restrict on there keen should never be required. 
MPEP 806.03. This is because the claims are >utl different definitions of the same disclosed 



subject matter varying in breadth or scope of d 
Further, independent claim 1 is 



?fit ition. 6MPEP 806,03. 
a 1^ Uting claim for Groups I and II. Linking 



claims must be examined with the invention 6b d, andbhould any linking claim be allowed, 



the restriction requirement must be withdrawn 
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r 

beamier restricted claims 1-109 to the following 



IV. Claims 69-109 drawn jo almethoiti for processing routing. 
Applicant traverses the restric ior and provisionally elects Group 1, claims 1-22, 
Applicant believes, at a minim uaj , groups I and n should be prosecuted together. 
Applicant therefore further provisionally elec ts j roups j and H. 

There are two criteria for a prcpej requirement for restriction: (1) more than one 
invention is claimed and the inventions are in iejj endenttor distinct as claimed and (2) there must 
be a serious burden on the examiner if restriction is required. MPEP 803.01. If the search and 

f cl rims ckn be made without serious burden, the 
the ugh it includes claims to independent or distinct 



burde J on the examiner to search and examine 
;os tain onjly three independent claims and 33 total 



K PEP 809. 



The Examiner stated the inventions are distinct because they are separately usable. 
The Examiner said the inventions are separate! r ui able because they are classified in separate 
classes and sub-classes. The Examiner further rtal 3d thatf the search required for each group is 
different and not co-extensive for examination ; >ur ,oses because the groups are in different 
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classes and sub-classes. These are the only 
argument is circular. 

The claims should not be 
not required for the claims. 

The Examiner has not 
class and sub-class combinations. The 
combinations. The claims should not be 

Applicant has demonstrated 
application and not restricted. Atammimunj, 
groups I and n should be prosecuted together 
Should the Examiner maintain 
requests that the Examiner notify Applicant 
claims for the elected group or for groups I 
thanks the Examiner for the notice. 

This is intended to be a 
Requirement mailed on January 19, 2005. 



reasons gifen by the Examiner. The Examiner's 



groups 1 in separate sub-classes. Separate searches are 



demon ;tra ed 



that the claims should be grouped in four 
A has nbt shown that the groups are sub- 
groi^pe I by thb Examiner as sub-combinations. 
l11 clanhs should be prosecuted in one 
A pplicant has demonstrated that the claims in 
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and 



.complete 
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thj > Restriction or any portion of it, Applicant 
A at Applicant may file corresponding system 
I [ prior !fo an action on the merits, Applicant 



espouse to the Examiner's Restriction 



I Lesj >ectfiiliy Submitted, 
iUIhROp! & GAGB L.C. 





_es Ijl Stipek, Reg. No 39,388 
IJ^throj} & Gage, L.C. 

345 Grand Boulevard, Suite 2300 
Kansas [City, MO 64108 
Vel: (8116)460-5848 
l ax: (816)292-2001 
i attorney for Applicants) 
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